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DETAILED ACTION 
Power of Attorney 

1 . Applicant is reminded that there is no attorney of record at this time. 


Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because "Walzrichtung" in figures 1 and 16 has to be 
translated. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in reply 
to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the apphcation. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

3. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "equalizing process is carried out 
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after all additional strips have been removed from the rolled second arrangements of strips" must 
be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the apphcation. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

4. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the fiiU patent text for details. 
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The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

5. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it exceeds 150 words. Correction is 
required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

6. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
All the headings are missing in the specification. 

On page 26, paragraph 2, line 7: "64" appears to be a typo of "46". 
On page 27, paragraph 2, line 8: "43" appears to be a typo of "54". 
On page 28, paragraph 2, line 14: "65" appears to be a typo of "64". 
On page 32, paragraph 3, line 1: "20" appears to be a typo of "21". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

7. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Claim Objections 

8. Claims 15-16, 27, and 43 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 15 in line 2: "pm" appears to be a \ypo of "|i,m". 
Claim 16 in line 2: "pm" appears to be a typo of "|xm". 

Claim 27 in line 7: second occurrence of "are" appears to be a typo of "area". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim 43, line 3: "more" appears to be a ty^o of "move". 
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9. Claims 2 1 and 22 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claim should refer to other claims in the altemative only. See 
MPEP § 608.01(n). Accordingly, the claims have not been further treated on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

10. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written tlcsci iptit)n tjl'thc invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 1 . Claim 49 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, because the specification, 
while being enabling for carrying out the equalizing process after at least one of the additional 
strips has been removed, does not reasonably provide enablement for carrying out the equalizing 
process after all additional strips have been removed. The specification does not enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to use the 
invention commensurate in scope with these claims. Figures 1 and 6 show the equalizing roll 
stand (item 13) is in fi-ont of the winding-up winch (item 29) which winds up the additional 
strips. Therefore, the equalizing process cannot be carried out after all additional strips have been 
removed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubUc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 

13. Claims 1, 3-5, 23-25, 35-36, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Takeuchi et al. (US 4,354,301, hereinafter Takeuclii). 

Takeuchi teaches: 

Re Claim 1. Method for producing a strip the width of which is defined by the two 
longitudinal edges thereof, which is made of at least one first metallic or predominantly metallic 
material, and in which the region, across which the first material extends, is provided with a 
boundary area that extends in staggered manner between the two longitudinal edges over the 
cross-section of the strip (figure 9), comprising the steps of 

(a) combining strips of different widths (figure 8, item 5 and figure 9, item D), which contain the 
first material and which as such do not comprise a staggered boundary area between their two 
longitudinal edges (figure 9, item D), to form a first arrangement of strips having a staggered 

boundary area; 

(b) complementing the first arrangement of strips by one or more additional strips (figure 8, item 
6) to form a second arrangement of strips having a rectangular cross-section; 

and (c) bonding at least the strips of the first arrangement of strips to each other by rolling 
(column 10, lines 16-20). 

Re Claim 3. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein two cylindrical working rolls are 
used for rolling, which define between them a nip, and that the different strips from which the 
second arrangement of strips is formed are united only in or shortly before the nip. 
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Takeuchi is silent on the issue of two cylindrical working rolls are used for rolling and 
that the different strips from which the second arrangement of strips is formed are united only in 
or shortly before the nip. 

However, it is inherent to the invention of Takeuchi: i) to use two cylindrical working 

rolls, since they are required to perform rolling; and ii) to unite the second arrangement of strips 
in the nip, since one cannot unite the strips without performing a rolling process. 

Re Claim 4. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein rolling is carried out as a cold- 
roll plating operation (column 6, lines 11-14). 

Re Claim 5. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein rolling is carried out as a hot-roll 
plating operation (column 5, line64-column 6, line 2). 

Re Claim 23. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein the material of the one or of the 
additional strips (figure 6, item 6) is selected to be different from the first material (figure 6, item 
5) and that all strips of the second arrangement of strips are bonded together by the rolling 
process (column 5, lines 59-64 & column 10, lines 16-20). 

Re Claim 24. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein the strips used are strips which, 
apart from a plated layer which is thin compared with the thickness of the respective strip and 
which is to produce the bond during the rolling process, consist of a single material in their 
entirety (figure 6, item 6, column 5, lines 59-64). 
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Re Claim 25. The method as defined in claim 24, wherein strips consisting of a 
homogenous material are used (figure 6, item 6, column 5, lines 59-64). 

Takeuchi is silent on the issue of strips consisting of a homogeneous material. However, 
it is inherent to the invention of Takeuchi, since Oxygen-fi-ee copper is a homogeneous material. 

Re Claim 35. The method as defined in claim 1, wherein the rolling process is carried out 
using a reduction per pass of 50% (column 5, line64-column 6, line 2). 

Re Claim 36. The method as defined in claim 35, wherein the rolling process is carried 
out using a reduction per pass of 60% to 80% (column 6, lines 1 1-14). 

Re Claim 44. Method in which one or more of the strips produced according to claim 1 
are used once more in a method according to claim 1 for producing a more complex strip 
(column 10, lines 26-30). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
maimer in which the invention was made. 
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15. Claims 2, 26-29, 34, 37, and 41-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takeuelii. 

The teachings of Takeuchi have been discussed above. 

In addition, Takeuchi teaches that: (re claim 27) the first arrangement of strips comprises 

at least two strips arranged one beside and in parallel to each other so that their neighboring 
flanks are in contact with each other (figure 9), that the material properties of the flanks to be 
connected are determined in such a way that the contacting flanks can be caused by heating to 
form a material bond. 

Since similar structures have similar properties, the material properties of flanks of 
Takeuchi are also capable of being determined by heating to form a material bond. 

Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that: (re claim 2) the steps (a) and (b) are carried out 
simultaneously; (re claim 26) the strip is subjected to a heat-treatment after the rolling operation; 
(re claim 27) at least two strips are heated, at least in the are of their contacting flanks, to a 
temperature at which those flanks will then intmiediately form a material bond one with the other; 
and (re claim 37) the strips and/or the first or the second arrangement of strips are heated up 
after rolling to the temperature at which the flanks will be connected by a material bond. 

Re Claim 2. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to perform the steps (a) and (b) 
simultaneously, since it would reduce the processing time. 
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Re Claims 26-27 and 37. Examples 4-6 of Takeuchi teach to heat-treat the strips after 
the rolling so that an integrally bonded layer-structure plate is obtained through the interdiflEusion 
between the metal sheets (column 7, lines 19-24 & column 8, lines 14-19 & 64-66). 

In view of Examples 4-6 of Takeuchi, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to heat-treat the strips to 
the temperature at which the flanks will be connected by a material bond; since Takeuchi teaches 
the advantage of doing it, which is integrally bonding the layered structure (column 7, lines 19- 
24 & coluntm 8, lines 14-19 & 64-66). 

Re Claim 28. The method as defined in claim 27, wherein the second arrangement of 
strips is guided during the rolling operation so that its strips are prevented from moving to the 
side in the nip. 

Takeuchi is silent on the issue of the second arrangement of strips being guided during 
the rolling operation. However, it is inherent to the invention of Takeuchi to guide the strips 
during rolling, since the width of the strips is remaining substantially unchanged during rolling 
(abstract), and it would prevent the strips from moving to the side in the nip. 

Re Claim 29. The method as defined in claim 27, wherein the material properties of the 
flanks to be bonded one to the other are selected to be different (column 7, lines 12-18) so that, 
when the contacting flanks are heated, an alloy will form whose melting point is lower than the 
melting point of the strips to be connected in pairs at their flanks. 
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Since similar structures have similar properties, the flanks of Takeuchi, which contains 
materials with different properties, would form an alloy whose melting point is lower than the 
melting point of the strips when heated. 

Re Claim 34. The method as defined in claim 27, wherein the strips are pressed together 
by their flanks facing each other in the nip. 

Since similar process produce similar results, the strips of Takeuchi are pressed together 
by their flanks during rolling process in the nip. 

Re Claim 41. The method as defined in claim 27, wherein the strips in the first or the 
second arrangement of strips are heated up before the rolling operation to the temperature at 
which their flanks will form a material bond between them (column 7, lines 59-61). 

Re Claim 42. The method as defined in claim 41, wherein the strips in the second 
arrangement of strips are heated immediately before rolling and are then rolled in hot condition 
(column 7, lines 59-61). 

Re Claim 43. The method as defined in claim 41, wherein the first and the second 
arrangement of strips are guided already in the zone where they are heated so that their strips will 
not more to the side. 

Takeuchi is silent on the issue of the first and second arrangement of strips being guided 
in the zone. However, it is inherent to the invention of Takeuchi to guide the strips, since the 
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width of the strips is remaining substantially unchanged during rolling (abstract), and it would 
prevent the strips from moving to the side. 

16. Claims 6-8 and 45-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Takeuchi in view of Sciiumalcer (US 3,835,681). 

Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that: (re claims 6 and 45) the strip is equalized by an 
additional rolling operation after the roll-plating process; (re claims 7 and 46) the strip is wound 
up only after the equalization process; and (re claims 8 and 47) the strip is equalized between 
two equalizing rolls arranged downstream of the working rolls. 

Schumaker discloses that the strip is undergoing additional rolling operation after the 
roll-plating process (figure lb, item 56), which would equalize the strip, then the strip is wound 
up after the equalization process (figure lb, item 64), and the strip is equalized between two 
equalizing rolls arranged downstream of the working rolls (column 3, lines 43-50). 

In view of Schumaker, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify the invention of to equalize the strip with two rolls after the roll- 
plating process and wind up the strip; since Schumaker teaches the advantage of doing them, 
which is rolling the coils uninterruptedly (abstract). 


17. Claims 9-11 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Takeuchi in view of Paulus et al. (US 4,423,120, hereinafter Paulus). 
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Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that: (re claim 9) an intermediate layer, acting as 
intermediary in the bonding process, is arranged between the strips of the first arrangement of 
strips if and to the extent these cannot be bonded immediately by rolling. 

Paulus teaches to use an intermediate layer (figure 1, item 6, column 2, lines 60-68) to 
improve bonding by rolling. 

In view of Paulus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to use an intermediate layer between the 
strips of the first arrangement of strips if and to the extent these cannot be bonded immediately 
by rolling; since Paulus teaches the advantage of doing it, which is bonding poorly laminatable 
materials by rolling (column 1, lines 5-9). 

Re Claim 10. The method as defined in claim 9, wherein a separate strip is introduced 
into the first arrangement of strips for forming the intermediate layer (figure 1, item 6, column 2, 
lines 60-68). 

Re Claim 11. The method as defined in claim 9, wherein the intermediate layer is bonded 
onto one or more of the strips that form the first arrangement of strips, before they are united to 
form the first arrangement of strips (figure 1, item 6). 

If the intermediate layer of Paulus is used with the strips of Takeuchi, the layer would be 
bonded onto one or more of the strips that form the first arrangement of strips, before they are 
united to form the first arrangement of strips. 


Application/Control Number: 10/537,683 Page 14 

Art Unit: 1793 

Re Claim 13. The method as defined in claim 9, wherein the intermediate layer is 
selected to be thinner than the strips that are to be connected by it. 

Re Claim 14. The method as defined in claim 9, wherein the intermediate layer is 
selected to be very much thinner than the strips that are to be connected by it. 

18. Claims 12 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takeuchi in view of Paulus and Steigerwald et al. (US 4,248,921, hereinafter Steigerwald). 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Paulus have been discussed above. 

Takeuchi in view of Paulus fails to specifically teach that: (re claim 12) the intermediate 
layer is galvanically separated onto one or more of the strips that form the first arrangement of 
strips. 

Steigerwald teaches to deposit a metal layer by galvanic separation to firmly connect the 
layer with the underlying structiire (claim 1). 

In view of Steigerwald, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Paulus to deposit 
an intermediate layer by galvanic separation; since Steigerwald teaches the advantage of doing it, 
which is firmly connecting the layer with the underlying structure (claim 1). 

Re Claim 15. The method as defined in claim 12, wherein the intermediate layer is 
applied by separation in a thickness of 10 pm maximally (Paulus, column 2, lines 1 1-14). 
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Re Claim 16. The method as defined in claim 12, wherein intermediate layer is applied 
by separation in a thickness of 5 pm maximally. 

Takeuchi in view of Paulus and Steigerwald fails to specifically teach that the 
intermediate layer is applied by separation in a thickness of 5 pm maximally. However, one of 
ordinary skilled in the art would recognize the need to adjust the thickness of layer depending on 
applications, discover the range by routine experimentations, and change the value as required. 

19. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takeuchi in 
view of Hamanaka et al. (JP 61092790, cited by applicant, hereinafter Hamanaka). 

Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that the material of one, more or all additional strips 
that complement the first arrangement of strips to form the second arrangement of strips is 
selected to ensure that it will form no or only a considerably weaker bond with the strips of the 
first arrangement of strips by the rolling operation than the strips, and that these additional strips, 
whose material is selected in the described way, is removed from the second arrangement of 
strips after the rolling process. 

Hamanaka teaches that the additional strips do not bond to the first arrangement 
(abstract), and they are removed after the rolling process (figure 4). 

In view of Hamanaka, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to use the additional strips that do no bond 
to the first arrangement and remove them after rolling; since Hamanaka teaches the advantage of 
doing them, which is reducing the cost (abstract). 
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20. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takeuchi in view of Hamanalca and Baba et al. (JP 55040011, cited by applicant, 
hereinafter Baba). 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka have been discussed above. 

Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka fails to teach that: (re claim 18) following the nip, the 
additional strips to be removed are pulled in a different direction than the composite strip to be 
produced, showing the stronger bond and contained the first arrangement of strips, and that the 
additional strips to be removed are removed in this way fi-om the rolled second arrangement of 
strips; and (re claim 19) at the point where the additional strips to be removed separate from the 
composite strip showing the stronger bond, guide surfaces are provided between that composite 
strip and the one or more strips to be removed, which support the guiding effect that moves the 
strips in the respective direction of tension. 

Baba teaches that: the additional strips (figure 1, item 2 to item 8) to be removed are 
pulled in a different direction than the composite strip to be produced (figure 1, item 4 to item 9); 
and a guide is provided where the additional strips are removed from the composite strips (figure 
1, item 7). 

In view of Baba, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka to remove the 
additional strips in a different direction and provide guide surfaces; since Baba teaches the 
advantage of doing it, which is reducing the cost (abstract). 
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21. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tal^euchi in 
view of Hamanaka, Baba, and Paulson et al. (US 3,850,729, hereinafter Paulson). 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and Baba have been discussed above. 

Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and Baba fails to specifically teach that the guiding 
surfaces form one or more wedges. 

Paulson teaches that the guiding surfaces form a wedge for separating the sheet (figure 9, 
item 66, column 7, lines 31-34). 

In view of Paulson, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and Baba 
to employ a wedge-shaped guiding surface; since Paulson teaches the advantage of using it, 
which is separating the sheet (column 7, lines 31-34). 

22. Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Talceuclii in view of Slaugliter (US 3,938,723). 

Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that: (re claim 30) at least one of the strips to be 
connected in pairs at their flanks has the respective flank coated with a solder; and (re claim 31) 
at least one of the two strips is coated with the solder only on the respective flank. 

Slaughter teaches to coat the strip with solder to bond (column 3, lines 6-9). 

In view of Slaughter, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to coat the flank with a solder; since 
Slaughter teaches the advantage of doing it, which is bonding the strips (column 3, lines 6-9). 
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23. Claim32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takeuchi in 
view of Slaughter and Delalle et al. (US 5,086,967, hereinafter Delalle). 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Slaughter have been discussed above. 
Takeuchi in view of Slaughter fails to specifically teach that the at least one strip is 

coated on its respective flank with a first metal, and the other strip is coated on its respective 
flank with a second metal and that as a result of the heating process these metals form the lower 
melting point alloy. 

Delalle teaches to use two different solder strips for forming a solder connection (coluntm 
3, lines 37-42 & column 4, line59-column 5, line 3). 

In view of Delalle, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Slaughter to coat the 
flank of one strip with first metal and coat the flank of the other strip with second metal; since 
Delalle teaches the advantage of doing it, which is controlling the flow of fiised solder (column 
5, lines 13-25). 

24. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Talceuchi in 
view of Slaughter and Steigerwald. 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Slaughter have been discussed above. 

Takeuchi in view of Slaughter fails to specifically teach that the respective flank is coated 
using a galvanic process. 

Steigerwald teaches to deposit a metal layer by galvanic separation to firmly connect the 
layer with the underlying structure (claim 1). 
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In view of Steigerwald, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Slaughter to coat 
the flank using a galvanic process; since Steigerwald teaches the advantage of doing it, which is 
firmly connecting the layer with the underlying structure (claim 1). 

25. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tal^euclii in 
view of Schumaker and Emley (US 3,711,937). 

The teachings of Takeuchi in view of Examples 4-6 of Takeuchi have been discussed 

above. 

Takeuchi in view of Examples 4-6 of Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that the first 
arrangement of strips is wound up continuously after rolling and is then heated. 

Schumaker teaches to wind up the strip after rolling (figure lb, item 64, column 3, lines 
43-50) and Emley teaches to heat treat the material after rolling (column 3, lines 23-28). 

In view of Schumaker and Emley, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to wind up the strip 
continuously after rolling and then heat; since Schumaker and Emley teach the advantage of 
doing them; which are rolling the coils uninterruptedly (Schumaker, abstract) and providing an 
excellent bond (Emley, coliimn 3, lines 55-57). 


26. Claims 39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takeuchi in view of Raybould et al. (US 4,782,994, hereinafter Raybould). 
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Takeuchi in view of Examples 4-6 of Takeuchi fails to specifically teach that: (re claim 
39) the strips and/or the first or the second arrangement of strips are heated immediately after 
rolling. 

Raybould teaches to heat the strip after rolling (figure 1, item 20, column 6, lines 35-38). 

In view of Raybould, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to modify the invention of Takeuchi to heat the strips and/or the first or the 
second arrangement of strips immediately after rolling; since Raybould teaches the advantage of 
doing it, which is improving the magnetic properties of strips (column 6, lines 47-52). 

Re Claim 40. The method as defined in claim 39, wherein the strips and/or the first or the 
second arrangement of strips are passed through a heating zone at the same speed at which they 
leave the nip. 

Raybould is silent on the issue of the speed of the strips and/or the first or the second 
arrangement of strips passing a heating zone and that of strips leaving the nip are the same. 

However, it is inherent to the invention of Raybould to have the same speed for the strips 
leaving the nip and passing the heating zone; since the strip is continuous, the speed would be the 
same for leaving the nip and passing the zone. 

27. Claims 48 and 49 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka, Schumaker, and Hino et al. (JP 10128424, hereinafter 
Hino). 
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Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and Schumaker teaches, as set forth in claims 5-8, 17, and 

45-47: 

Re Claims 48 and 49. The method as defined in claim 17, wherein rolling is carried out 
as a hot-roll plating operation (Takeuchi, column 5, line64-column 6, line 2); and the strip is 
wound up only after the equalization process (Schumaker, figure lb, item 64, column 3, lines 43- 
50). 

Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and Schumaker fails to teach that: (re claim 48) the 

equalizing process is carried out after at least one of the additional strips has been removed from 
the rolled second arrangement of strips; and (re claim 49) the equaUzing process is carried out 
after all additional strips have been removed from the rolled second arrangement of strips. 

Hino teaches to remove scales with a descaling device (figure 1, item 5) and then rolling 
(figure 1, item 6) to finish the plate to the final thickness (abstract). 

In view of Hino, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to modify the combined invention of Takeuchi in view of Hamanaka and 
Schiimaker to carry out the equalizing process after at least one of the additional strips/all 
additional strips have been removed; since Hino teaches the advantage of doing it, which is 
finishing the plate to the final thickness (abstract). 
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Conclusion 

28. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Dion et al. (US 4,798,932) teaches the edge bonding of metal strips and guiding of 
strips while rolling. 

The rejections above rely on the references for all the teachings expressed in the text of 
the references and/or one of ordinary skill in the art would have reasonably understood from the 
texts. Only specific portions of the texts have been pointed out to emphasize certain aspects of 
the prior art, however, each reference as a whole should be reviewed in responding to the 
rejection, since other sections of the same reference and/or various combinations of the cited 
references may be relied on in future rejections in view of amendments. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin E. Yoon whose telephone number is 571-270-5932. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 7:30 am-5:00 pm, every other Friday 
7:30 am-4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jessica Ward can be reached on 571-272-1223. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 


/Kevin E Yoon/ /Isam Alsomiri/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1793 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3662 


